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On　how　to　read　a　book intensively
Joff　Peter　Norman　Bradley
Introduction
　　　　Learning　a｛brelgll　language　mealls　composing　the　singular　points　of　one’s
own　body　or　one’sown　Ianguage　with　those　of　another　shape　or　element．　which
tears　us　apart　but　also　propels　us　into　a　hitherto　ullkilown　and　unheard－of　world
of　problems．　．　To　what　are　we　dedicated　if　not　to　those　problems　which　demand
the　very　transfomiation　of　our　body　and　our　language？（Deleuze．　1994，　p．192）．
　　　　In　this　paper　I　shall　endeavour　to　outlille　the～iltellSil，ピrather　than　extellsive
nature　of　reading．　I　shall　consider　this　through　the　prism　of　Multiple　Literacy
Theory（MI］「）alld　two　inten’elated　collcepts－the　epiphany　alld　educational
life－forms－as　defined　by　Cole（201D，　The　paper　will　i皿terlace　arguments　by
the　French　poststructuralist　philosopher　Deleuze　and　Guattari．　a　psychoanalyst，
to　explore　the　research　undel寸aking　of　anαρ1）〃ed　Deleu二～‘1ノ～～sm　in　the　field　of
education．　I　sllall　also　account　for　the　conception　of　reading　as　a∫刀“o（’essua～
event．　I　will　do　this　by　thinking　through　the　connection　of　the　encounter　with
the　event　of　reading．　Comra　Freire．叱he　argument　will　be　consistent　with　theorles
regarding　the　uncertainty　of　leamillg　outcomes　and　the　ulldecidability　of　leamer
identities．
　　　　A川10ugh　not　an　educationalist　but　a　philosopher　by　trade．　Deleuze　was
passionate　about　teaching　practice，　expet’imentation　with　thought　and　the　love
of　reading．　On　the　subject　of　his　own　practice．　Deleuze　says　of　h▲s　selninars
that　they　were　akimo’n］oving　matteピ1ike　music，’with　each　group　ta㎞g廿om
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it　what　sllits　them　at　the　time’〔see　Dosse、2010、　p．354）．　In　his　10－hour　lollg
discussion　entitled　L’Aわ（5（’c5（／〈7〃’e（1997）with　Clai1’e　Parnet、　and　speakillg　under
the　rubric　pf～〃’」D1’ご～／2）∫∫01’．　he　says　it　is　quite　undert　tandable　that　lコot　everytllil19
ateacher　seeks　to　imbue　will　suit　everv　student，　But　for　him．　that　is　llot　exactl＼
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　ン　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　㎡
the　pohlt　In　the　essay・4　Cθ’ハ’eノ’sCltiOi・1．　Vl／’hat　is～t？　W77iai～∫～～プとり『：フ（1987）．　again
with　Parnet．　he　explains：’Things　Ilever　pass　where　you　think．　nor　along　the
paths　you　think’（p．3）．　He　argues　tha杜here　are　moments　when　for　both　teacher
and　leamer　everything　seems　to　come　together－at　tinles　quite　unexpectedly，
From　this　Cole（2011）derives　what　he　designates　as　pedagogic　epiphanies（p56）．
　　　　Deleuze‘s　posits　the　process　of　learning　as　an　apprellticeship、　a　modei
which　registers　teaching　as　fundamentally　a　matter　of　aflコect　and　the　unconscious，
an　idea　which　js　gaining　currency　within　contemporary　Ileuroscience　and
neuroeducatiollahst　1’esearch　paradigms（Howard　Jones，2010a，2010b），　Without
it，　he　says，　there　can　be　‘110　understanding，　no　interest，　there　is　nothing‘（see
Dosse、　p．354）．　Deleuze　says　it　is　crucial　that　one　must　be　passionate　about
the　subject　matter　one　is　teaching．　Furtherniore，　one　must　be　stimulated　to　the
point　at　which　one　is　able　to　speak　about　something　with　et～thus～asm．　Without
this．　students　slip　into　intellectual　slumbers．　With　it，　they　awaken　whell　what　is
attended　to　is　made　relevant　to　their　lives．　The　teaclleゴs　vocation　is　therefore
oftell　times　adventitious　and　fortuitous，　as　no　one　can　anticipate　what　suits　or
does　not、　whaUastes　fit　or　not　The．ノeηεscliS　t7uoi　that　makes　a　class　work　or
not　revolves　around　emotion　or　more　precisely〈びアllct、　that　is　to　say．　the　idea　of
‘栃εcπ’staken　in　the　Spinozian　sellse．　Elsewhere，　De正euze　writes　that　the　teacher
can　never　foresee　in　advance　how　someone　will　leam．　lt　is　pure　happenstance
how　someone　becomes　good　at　languages．　Equally、　it　is　nigh　impossible　to
forecast　what　ellcounters　make　someone　into　this　or　that　person．　or　ill　what
books　they　can　learn　to　think，　Massumi（1992）argues　that　Deleuzian　pedagogy
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looks　to　unearth　the　uncon　g．　c　ious　processes　tlコat　nlake　it　possib｝e　Io　think　and
these　rumillations　are　intimately　bound　to　the　body、　Such　a　Inethodology　seeks
to　deconstruct　those’habitual　ways　of　doing　things“（Deleuze　and　Guanari．
1987．pp．88－89），　Massumi　asks　of　the　emotions　created　in　pedagogy　that　make
it　possible　to　feel　and　whamew　sensations　and　perceptions　are　at　work　that　open
ill　the　body（p．8）．　Massumi　also　questions　how　teachers　can　foster　the　conditions
Ilecessary　for　innovative　changes　ill　pedagogy　and　how　these　conditjolls　can　be
sustained（p．77）．
　　　　This　last　point　has　relevance　to　Deleuze’s　re刊ections　oll　pedagogy　in　his
magnum　opus　D撒ワ皐の～（］eαノld　1～eρetitio〃仲994）．　Concerning　the　nature　of　the
event　and　ellsuing　encounters　in　the　world、　Deleuze　says　that　there　is　always
something　in　the　world　that　forces　us　to　think．　This　something　pertains　to　the
matter　of　a　fundamental　enco～〃ltet’（p．139）．　This　encounter　forces　the　reader　to
think．　The　form　of　this　afffective　encounter　is　manifold、　for　whans　produced　is
wonder、　love．　hatred　and　suffering，
　　　　For　May（2005），　Deieuze　and　Guattari　ofFer　a　different　way　of　seeing　the
world．　Both　from　a　philog．　ophical　and　poetic　point　of　view　their　philosophy
can　act　to　disturb　everyday　unquestioned　truths　and　open　up　fresh　ways　of
perceiving　and　conceiving　the　world．　Theii’theory　is　taken　not　in　terms　of
preparing　the　logical　grounds　for　tl‘ue　or　false　assertions．　but　ill　collsiderillg　the
interPretation　of　events　as　interestin9．　remarkable，　or　important．　A　pedagogy
derived　from　thisj亡would　seem，　would　take　cognisance　of　such　a　philosophy
of　immanent　1（fr・，　because　thinkh19、　according　to　this　logic　of　affects，　means
dis（’ovei’iノ～8，〃ハ’enti〃9，　ne”’possib〃～ties〔！f　lijL7（1983，P．10D．
　　　　To　clarify　the　significance　for　teaching　and　learning．　De　Landa（1997）、
using　the　metaphor　of　the　biacksmit｝i　to　explain　the　teacher－studellt　dyad，　says
it　is　a　questio｜10f　extracting　virlual　potentiality　fi‘on、1naterial．　The　blacksmith、
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he　says．　perceives　nletals　as　’active　Inaterials．　pregnant　with　nコorphogelletic
capabilities亀（p．4）．　Tlle　role　of　the　blacksmith　is　that（of　teasing　out　form、　of
guiding、　th1’ough　a　series　of　processes　such　as　heatil19．　amiealiii9、　quellching，　alld
han⊃nlerin9）．　Colltilluin9，　he　says、　the　process　of　teachiIlg　and　tealning　is　less　a
question　of　reahsing　Pre－defined　possibilities　but　Inore　of　actuahsing　virtualities
’along　divergent　lilles’（p．4）．　Cole（201Dexplains　that　thls　idea　is　applicable　to
the　teacher　whose　remit　is　to　create　educational　life－fon1］s　conlbined　with　affect、
the　virtual　alld　epiphanies．　The　teacller．　Cole　adds、　call　be　considered　as　a　kind
of　artisan，　who　plies　with　the　nlaterial　at　hand　without　diminislコing　the　potential
singularities　of　the　group．
　　　　Bogue（2004）defines　teaching　as　an　encountel’with　the　new　through　the
emitting　of　signs．　It　is　in　the　creation　of　problematic　objects、　experiences　or
concepts（p．341）that　teaching　begins，　If　learning　is　an　apprenticeship．　as　it　is
for　Deleuze．　then　students　are　part　of　the　teaching　activity　as　welL　as　teachers
are　often　exposed　to　deterritorialising　ideas　and　difference．　Learnhlg、　when
understood　as　an　apprenticeshψin　problems　and　an　engagement　with　dif允rence．
rather　than　as　the　acquiring　of　knowledge　and　the　reproduction　of　the　same．
is　syllonymous　with　change　and　becoming．　Learning　as　all　apprenticeship　is
prinlarily　a　transforrnative　experience．
　　　　111Negor～‘～tio」？s（1995），　Deleuze　fillds　nl　language　moments　of　rupture　and
dissonance．　OII　this　nlaner．　he　says：‘Aspark　can　flash　and　break　out　of　language
itse［f．　to　make　us　see　and　think　what　was　lying　in　the　shadow　around　the　words、
things　we　were　hardly　aware　existed「（p．141）．　In　terms　of　writin．g．　he　says　that
the　wriUllg　process　is　fundamentally　about　bringing　somethhng　to　life、‘to倉ee
［ife　from　where　iピs　trapped．　to　trace　lineg．　of　flight’（pp」40－1）．　Wi由seemingly
thought　under　constallt　threat　from　oppressive　regimes．　Deleuze（1988．pexhoiled
his　own　readership　to　defelld　thought倉om　those　wishing　to　oppress　iL　As　he
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says：’As　lollg　as　thought　is　h℃e，　hence　vita1，　nothing　is　compromised．　When　it
ceases　being　so、　all　other　opPressions　are　also　possible’（P．4）．
　　　　Good　teachers、　for　Deleuze、　are　those　who　encourage　their　snldems　to
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　し
participate　along　w’ith　then1．　We　tearn　to　s“’inl　or　to　lea！n　a　foreign　language
o川ythrough　understanding‘fhe　practice　as　signs’．　On　this　point，　Deleuze
outlines　the　paragon　of　the　teacher．　He　says　that　students　learln　httle　almost
notllillg　f沁m　those　who　say’do　as　I　do？，　Ra也er．　it　is　better　to　lig．　ten　to　those
teachers　who　ask　to’do　witil　nle「and　are　able　to　eτnit　signs　Lto　be　developed
in　hetei’ogeneity　ra〔｝1el’than　propose　gestures　for　us　to　reproduce’（Deleuze、
1994、P23L　From　this　pel⇔spective、　it　is　llot　enough　for山e　teachei’to　111erely
denlollstrate　what　to　do　or　how　to　do　i口s　a　Inodel　of　excellence　but　to　become
other　for　the　other．　for　the　studenしThe　class　is　processually　a　becoming－Othei’
in　relation　to　itself，
　　　　In　hisbook　Bej’，gsθr～isnl（1988），　Deleuze　critiques　the　pedagog孟cal　and　one－
dimensional　nlodel　of　tlle　relay　of　kllowledge　from　bequeather　to　bequeathed．
He　conteg．　ts　the　conventional　paragon　of　the　g．　chool　teacher　as　the　one　who’poses「
the　problems．　while　the　pupirs　task　is　to　discover　the　solutions．　On　this　matter、
he　says　this　modei　imprisons　each　palてy　as　both　are　kepいill　a　kind　of　slaverジ
（p．16）．Adopting　a　more　radical　view．　he　adds，　that　freedom　lies　in　tlie　power　for
students　to　decide　and　to　constitute　problems　themselves．And　this‘semi－divine’
power　entails　the　disapPearance　of　false　problenls　as　niuch　as　the　creative
upsurge　of　true　ones（Deleuze，1988、　p」5）、
　　　　Deleuze’s　own　peda．g，ogical　inclination　is　to　view　the　modem　state　school
system　as　a　1’egime　of　indoctr｛nation　and　repression　rather　than　a　site　for　the　free
play　of　the　imagination．　Making　a　f田idamental　demarcation　between　leaming
and　being－at－schoo1．　he　argues　in　an　interv▲ew　with　Foucault（1977）thaピ［i］f　the
protests　of　children　were　heard　in　kindergarten，　if　their　questions　were　attended
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to．　it　would　be　enough　to　explode　the　elltire　educationai　systenゴ（P．209）．　It
is　as　if　the　act　of　a　child　speaking　his　or　her　own　rnind　is　sufi’icient　to　shake．
trallsfornl　and　sln’‘’ideハ’the　whole　school　systeln　to　tlle　gl’ound．
　　　　In　Th”ee　Eco／o．gies（2000），　and　speaking　from〔he　standpoint　of　ethology，
wllich　considers　the　notion　of　affecnn　pedagogy（see　Zembylas、2007），　Guattari
asks　how　one　can　make　a　class　operate　hke　a　work　of　art．　For　Guattari．　the〔ask
of　the　teacher　is　to　cultivate　dissensus．　If　the　goal　is　to　ward　off　a’stupefying
and　infantilising　consensus＾（P50）、　then　the　struggle　is　also’agalnst　the‘Lclich6s『’
of　opinion’（Deleuze　al、d　Guattari、1994，　p204）．　To　make　a　class　operate　hke
awork　of　art　means　then　a　fundamelltal　confrontation　and　engagemellt　witll
difference．　A　similar　point　is　made　by　William　Hazlit自n　a　discussion　about
controversy．　Writing　in　the　1830s，　he　said：“［w］hen　a　thing　ceases　to　be　a　subject
of　controversy．　it　ceases　to　be　a　subject　of　illteresビ（1902），
Intensive　reading
　　　　The　teacher、　for　Guattari，　should　aim　to　engender　a　singular　production
of　existence，　with　aesthetic　techniques　of　rupture　a　Ineans　to　calhnto　question
botched　ways　of　living，　thinking　and　fee［ing．　This　is　a　maHer　of　encounter．
Tak▲ng　ideas　h’om　Deleuze’s　functionalist　perspective　of　what　language　is　and
can　do．　the｛・ncol〃lteノ’brings　with　it　the　possibility　of　all　ulltimely　evellt　that
ca㎜ot　be　foreseen．　The　same　can　be　said　of　intensive　reading．　Derived　from　this
is　a　conception　ot’　rea（ling．　which　for　MLT　theorists　is　machinic．　It　is　a　question
of　how　to　assess　how　a　text　works、　what　it　does　and　produces．　The　he㎜eneutics
of　a　text　is　set　aside（Masny．2006，　p」52）．
　　　　For　Deleuze．　there　are　two　ways　of　reading　a　book，　The　first　one　is
orthodox．　OIle　searches　for　signifies　and　signifiers－with　meaning　as　oi・igiiiaily
intended　by　the　author．　Under　this　rubr．ic，　reading　is　a　question　of　intelpretation
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and　heinieneutics．　Casti1．lg　this　1コotiOll　aside．　Deleuze　is　interested　in　another
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　L
way．　one　that　enlbraces　experimelltation　without　interpretation（1986、　p．力．
Thjs　other、　intensive　point　of、・iew　considers　the　book　aボalittle　non－sigllifying
Machine「（Deleuze，1995、　p．8｝．　Here　the　question　is　more　of　how　it　works．
Ratller、　one　picks　up　a　book　and　discovers　whethel’olle　call　connect　with　it
〃～（Jc1～～ノ～～（Y7／力1．　lf　nothing　is　produced．　thell　linle　is　lost：one　simplン「tries　allother
work．　For　Deleuze．1there「s　nothillg　to　explain．　nothhlg　to　understand．　nothing
to　illterpreL　Iピs　hke　pluggillg　ill　to　an　electric　circuiピ（Deleuze，1995、　p．8）．
Rejecting　the　dogmatism　implied　ill　the　orthodox　way　of　readiIlg　a　book．　that
▲sto　say、　the　centripetal　concepts　of　illteriority　and　subjectivity．　Deleし1ze．　who
is　pl’imarily　interested　in　making　Ilew　and　novel　commections　in　thought．　action
and　tife，　issues　the　injunction‘never　interpret：experience、　experimentビ（P．87）．
This　second　intensive、　way　of　reading　varies　from　the　first　because　it　questions
how　a　book　relates　directly　to　the　outside．　From　this　we　can　discerli　that　it　is
more　a　question　of　hydrodynamics．　Writing、　for　Deleuze．　is　but　one　flow　among
others，　and　one　which　enters　into　relations　of‘currellt，　coumercun’ent．　and　eddy
with　other　flows’（1995．　p．8）．　Similarly．　Albrecht－Crane　and　Slack　describe　the
「1～teノ～sil・れψαyρプ’tea（・ノ7加g　and　leal’ning　ill　terms　of　a　contact　with　something
outside　the　construct　of　the　classroom．　This　intensive　way　of　teachiIlg　and
leaming　is　hydrodynamic．　machinic　and　romalltic：it　is　La　flow　meeting　other
flows，　one　machine　among　allother’（2003，p．212）：it　is　a　question　of　love．
　　　　Reading　pertains　to　experimentation　because　what　is　at　stake　is　the
question　of　affectivity．　Embroiled　in　the　nlaelstrolll　of　hfe、　amidst　events　that
apPear　quite　differe1“from　the　sometinles　stifling　Prose　foulld　in　books，　the
reader　nevertheless　extracts　joys　and　affects　fl’om　books．　and　plugs　them　in　to
interact　with　other　things．　For　Deleuze，　this▲s　reading　with　love（1995．　pp．8－9）．
　　　　hl　this　area，　Deleuze　is　therefore　a’pop’literary　critic　of　sorts．　Critical　of
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Phenonlenology　and　hernieneutjc　modes　of　interpretatiol1、　he　Iakes　a　slightly
barmy　and　skew－whiff　point　of　view　regardillg　imensity．　Deleuze　argues　there
is　no　question　of　difficulty　or　understanding　what　one　finds　ill　books　because
℃oncepts　are　exactly　like　sounds、　colours　or　images、　they　are　intensities　which
suit　you　or　not．　which　are　acceptable　or　aren’t　acceptable‘（Deleuze　and　Parnet．
1987．p．4）．
　　　　＞Pop『readhlg　is　thel’efore　Ilot　so　much　about　ullderstallding　because　the
concepts　one　encounters　affect　the　reader　like　sounds，　colours　or　images．　They
are　intensities　wh▲ch　affect　the　reader　in　various　ways．　The　concept　of　affecL
tha臼s　to　say．　whaいs　felt－affecおofjoy　and　sadness－is　a　key　idea　in　Deleuze「s
hterary　criticism，　The　reader　takes　fl’olll　this　encounter　what　is　useful　for　life．
What　is　affected　is　a　spring　in　one「s　step，　a　challge　ill　one’s　gait，　the　micro】ogical
and　imperceptible　comportment　of由e　self、　Yet　crucially，　what　is　extrapolated
is　what　strengthens　and　enlivens，　what　courts　the　secret　of　life　’s／o～e　de　v～v’ぞ．
For　Deleuze（1995）reading～’itensiLdely　pertains　to　comact　with　wllat　is　outside
the　book，　as　a　flow　meeting　other何ows．　Reading～’lteノ了∫ハ’e4、1　is　Inachinic：it　is
olle　machine　among　otherg．，part　of　a　series　of　experiments　for　each　reader　ill　the
midst　of　evems　that　have　h賃le　almost　nothing　to　do　with　books（pp．8－9）．
　　　　Reading　literature　is　compared　with　picking　up　a　r～ταイ〃Te〃o　or　1’efrain，　one
hums　it　as　one　becomes－other，　The　reader　draws　short－term　ritomelios　fronl　the
hterary　callon　to　plug　illto　life．1ntens▲ve　reading　is　therefore　about　the　challce　to
experiellce　difference．　The　encounter　is　serendipitous　for　the　event　Ilever　passes
where　olle　thillks．　nor　along　the　prescr丘bed　paths　olle　assunles　are　the　right　ones．
The　ritomello　is　a　little　tune，’tra－1a－la－la’－atune　s田lg　when　one　moves　about
atelTitory．　when　one　does　everyday　chores．　This　is　sung　when　solace　is　sought
or　when　we　depart　on　a　trip．　The’・～～o〃’ノ～e〃o　is　inextricably　tied　with　the　idea　of
terri〔ory　alld　the　problenl　of　deterritonalisation．　It　is　a　question　of　understandin9
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of　what　one　becomes　when　one　reads－w「hat　powers　are　i11〔ensified　or　divested
fronl　a　particular　idea　or　belief，　Multiple　refrains　are　at　work　when　studellts
read　alld　think．　Taken　another　way，　think　of　daydreaming　in　the　classroom，　an
enlotional　Hashback　fronl　a　pristine　reverie、　of　beillg　w▲th　fhends　nl　the／～～c　et
iltlnc，　of　past　and　future　loves－all　of　these　non－productive　thoughts－and　all
of　these　ullderstood　ill　the　Spillozist　sense　as　affective　literacies．　Ill　another
example　and　not　without　its　problems，　Sullivan（2008．　p200）says　when　we
watch　TV，　whell　we　becomeノ～ooked～1～t∂the　screen　as　the　refrains　produced
are　of　a　narrative　and　affective　nature．　TV　collvevs　a　llarrative　refrain、　a　sel’vlce
refrain　from　an　advertisement　or　affective　ones　which　entice　us　to　consume．
bHooked’into　the　screen　of　the　TV　or　PC，　the　subjectivity　of　the　viewer　is
ordered　by　a‘domillant　refrain’．　Similarly，　whe田he　kettle　is　boiliDg，　the　baby
crying，　the　phone　ringing－these　are　all　affective　refrains．　In　the　classroom
and　online　there　is　the　chance　of　fruitful　encounters，　the　possibihty　to　access
‘new　materials　of　expressioゴas　Guattari　might　say，　which　open　up　inaugural
universes　of　reference，
　　　　The　good　way　of　reading，　Deleuze　says，▲s　consequently　to　consider　the
book　on　the　same　plane　of　equivalence　as　a　record，　a　filni　or　TV　prog1’amnle．
The　question　is　not　about　the　meaning．　sigllificance　or　place　hl　the　pantheol1．
but　how　it　works　and　what　new　thoughts　or　feehllgs　it　manifests－what　new
sensations　and　perceptiolls　interact　with　the　body．
　　　　This　idea　is　also　explored　by　Rorty　in　a　discussion　on　pragmatism．　For
Rorty　q992），　the　interpretation　of　text　beconles　a　wild　activity　once　it　is
acknowledged　that　there　ls　a　lack　of　e∬‘wεinhering　in　texts．　As　such　thel1，
readers　will　naturally　understand　the　text　differently．　Thus　spoke　Rol†y：‘」Reading
texts　is　a　nlatter　of　readiIlg　theIn　in　the　lighr　of　other　texts、　peoP正e．　obsessions，
bits　of　inforlnation．　or　what　have　you，　and　then　seeing　what　happens．　What
1．10 Joff　Peter　Norman　Bradley
happens　may　be　something　too　weird　and　idiosyncratic　to　bother　with＿Or　it
may　be　exciting　and　convincing．．．　It　may　be　so　exciting　and　convincing　that　one
has　the　iliusion　that　one　I］ow　sees　what　a　certain　text　is　really　about”（p．105）．
Rorty　makes　the　case　for　col）apsing　the　distinction　between　interpretation　and
utility．　for　as　he　says，　people　simply　use　text　for　difFerent　purposes．　For　Rorty．
interpretation　is　but　a　special　and　privileged　type　of　ttse　of　the　text．
Reading　and　MLT
　　　　From　the　MLT　perspective，　reading　is　about　sense　rather　than　an　invariant，
totalising．　and　dogmatic　meaning．　It　is　also　less　about　closure　and　completeness
as　it　is　impossible　to　ever　have　done　with　readillg（Wolfreys，2000，　p．22）．
Derived　in　part　from　Freire’s　concept　of　reading．　reading　the　world，　and　self．
MLT　views　the　act　of　reading　as　an　immanent　and　never－ending　process　of
becoming．　For　MLT，　reading　is　taken　in　two　senses．　One　is　from　a　functional
and　pragmatic　perspective．　The　other　is　more　radical　as　it　considers　critical
pedagogy　through　reading　the　self，　world　and　the　object　of　analysis　as　textual．
MLr　experiments　with　uncertainty．　complexity．　the　futural　incalculability　of
systems　and　the　open－endedness　of　becoming．　It　tests　apol’ia．　Advocates　such
as　Masny　and　Cole（2009）adopt　an　epistemology　denuded　of　the　prospect　of
full　knowledge　of　the　aporias　that　ensue　from　experimentation－without　the
certainties　that　we　can　know　apodictably．　Distrustful　of　closed　systems　of
thought、　MLT　aims　to　engineer　non－teleological　futures．
　　　　For　Masny（2006、　p．152）．　following　Deleuze，　reading　is　seen　as　probing
how　a　text　functions　and　what　it　does　or　produces．　However，　reading　here
carries　a　heterodox　sense　of　the　unheinili（・h，　for　that　which　is　untime～v
manipulates　the∂～ro～〃’ηε〃7εη80f　the　already－thought　to　think　the　unthought．
Ilifluenced　by　Freirean　transfo1’mative　pedagogy（1987），　reading　pertains　to　the
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untimely　aspects　of　reading、　reading　the　wol’ld，　and　self．　MLI「asks　what　affects
are　produced　and　analyses　the　connections　and　collisiolls　ofし1ピ〃α〃schcltl～．〃～9
through　reading　the　o句ect　of　analysis　as　text．　Reading，　reading由e　world，　and
self　produces　untimely　transfomlations．　Interested　in　the　inlmanent　process　of
affective　becoining，　MLT　traces　the　transformative　effects　produced　in　strange
encoumers．　The　outcome　of　such　a　strange　encounter　logically　canllot　be　kIlown
and　as　such　reading　is　illtensive　given　the　nature　of　the田ipredictable　event．
Immanent　reading　engenders　untimely，　intensive　and　disruptive　connections．
It　is　thus　open　to　the　other　and　is　loaded　with　the　potential　to　trallsfornl
worldviews．
　　　　The　Deleuzean　reading　event　is　one　in　which　sense　enlerges　in　connection
with　desire，　with　experiences　on　multiple　planes　including　the　virtual　potelltial
of　what　is　yet　to　be（Masny，2006）．　A　reader’s　hlvestment　in　reading　is　related　to
desire　as　investment　refers　to　connections　of　events　stemmilg　from　experiences
of　life（Masny，2008、　p」5）．　This　intensive　way　of　reading　is　taken　up　by　MU「．
Reading　posseses　intensive　and　immanent　elements（Masny，2009）．　Reading
intensively　is　thus　a　disi’uptive　kind　of　reading　that　opens　up　to　a　multipUcity
of　immanent　hnes　of　flight．　Sense　emerges　when　relating　experiences　of　li　fe　to
reading　the　world，　word　alld　self　as　texts（Masny＆Cole，2007，　pp．200－201）．
　　　　For　Waterhouse（2011），　MLT　is　a　heuristic　tool　to　question　the　assumptions
about　the　teaching　of　literacy　and　English　to　adult　immigrants　in　Canada．　She
questions　how　peace　educaUon　is　taugl甘and　how　one　becomes　Canadian．
She　asks　how　languages，　literacies、　and　lessons　about　peace　intersect　and
finds　that　the　Deleuzean－Guattarian　concept　of加‘・oη］仇、g　demonstrates　that
reading　intensively　and　immanently　can　disrupt　and　transform　individuals　in
unpredictable　ways．　She　concludes　that　the　process　of　becoming－Canadiall　is　an
evenHhat　unfolds　through　readmg．　reading　the　world、　and　self．
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　　　　Readillg　criticallyor　disruptively．　according　to　Waterhouse（2011）．　peilains
to　a　process　illvolving　deterritorialisat｛on　alld　retenitorialisation（p52）．　Readillg
intensively　produces　a　n．10mellt　of　detelrritorialization，　a　disn」ption　in　the　territory
olle　inhabits．　The　sense　that　emerges　nlay　ulldelmine　worldviews，　the　affective
territory　or　readerLs　uIIderstanding　of　how　tlle　world　works．　Waterhouse　views
foreign　language　leaming　as　involving　the　clash　and　collisions　of　worldviews．
For　Waterhouse、　readiIlg　immallently　producesしmtimely　unpredictable　alld
uncontrollable　connections　by　the　individual．　Reading　intensively　produces
disruption　and　｛he　potential　to　transfomi　worldviews（p．】82）．
Epiphany
　　　　Cole（201Dcontends　that　exploring　the　nature　of　affect　in　the　classroom
can　create　educational　life－forms　and　transformative　Deleuzian　teaching
and　learning　practice（p．26）．　Deleuzian　literary　research　aims　to　foster　new
perspectives　on　understanding　the　processes　of　reading（P．8），　As　such，　it
connects　w柱h　ideas　pertaining　to　ep甲hanies、　the　virtual　and　affect（．p　lO）．　It　is
apedagogy　which｛hinks　other　than　the　blockages，　the　dead　ends　of　education
and　is　fundamentally　about　becoming　and　breakthrou．g．h．　lt　is　concerned　with　the
chaotic　elements　in　teaching　practice（p」5）alld　weds　critical　and　multiliteracy
theories　to　attend　to〔he　affect　in　texts（Cole，2009）．　Affects　are　extracted　from
literature　for　us．e　in　connecting　to　socio－cultural　situations　l．n　schools．　Cole　cites
the　example　of　elici庄ing　reactions　to　racist　Ianguage　in　the　study　of　Harper　Lee吟s
7力κ〃1〈7ル70c々，？9～）～ノゴ（1960）．　For　Cole、　the　story　can　be　used　to　explore　affects
such　as　humour、　language，　discrimination，　class　and　power　and　the　theme　of
racist　lallguage　can　explore　how　characters　in　the　text　relate　to　iし
　　　　Similarly，　Baynham（2006）has　Iloted　the　intersection　of　violence　and
hterac▲es　in　the　language　classroom　in　his　study　of　adult　refugee　and　asylum
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seeking　students　in　UK　language　classroonls．　Baynllam　found　lit’e　experlences
were　invariably　influenced　by　what　occul＜s　in　the　classroom、　In　doillg　so、　he
argues．　it　produces　a’messier．　but　arguably　a　more　dynamic．　agentive　alld
contingent　classroom　environmenゴ（P．38）．　For　Cole，　it　is　thI’ough　the　perfomlil19
0f　monologues　and　dialogues　linked　to　the　characters　in　a　novel　that　the　teacher
that　can　extract　reactions　to　the　illlpersonal　affects　of　racist　iallguage，　The
learning　context　therefore　relates　the　classroom　to　its　outside（P30）．　The　idea
is　fbr　students　to　direct　their　own　learning　as　a　prelude　to　discove加1g‘a　Ilew
verve　for　education’througl1　Ltlle　construct▲oll　of　synthetic　and　apPlied　leallling
pr句ects’（p．4D．　Deleuzian　teaching　and　learning　practice　uses　epiphallies（a
concept　derived　from　a　particular　interpretation　by　James　Joyce）as　a　form
of　collective　action　research　that　requires　a　literary　becoming　in　life．　For
Cole．　pedagogic　epiphanies　are　those　moments　whell　as　a　teacher　and　leamer
everything　seems　to　come　together．　What　one　knows，　what　one　kllows　how　to
teach，　what　and　how　the　student　respond　seem　to　become　autopoietic（p56）．
Cole　follows　Denzin日989）who　argues　that　as　moments　of　crisis．　ep中hanies
alter　the‘fundamental　meaning’structures　in　a　person「s　life（P．70）．　From　this
Cole　takes　the　view　that　ep▲phan｛c　experiences　are　1’elated　to　Deleuzian　teaching
and　leaming　through　the　unconsc｛ous　and　qualitative　forces　and　the　¢onnection
with　community　leaming　theory（p57． j．　Moreover．　for　Cole、　fbllowing　Sen℃s．
and　influenced　by　the　critical　literacy　movement（Janks，2010），　pedagogic
epiphanies　alld　educatlona川iた一foms　follow　an　itinerary　pa〔h　through　which
’distinct　voices　of　literature，　science　and　philosophy’mingle　together　in
‘unprecedented’and‘provocative’ways．　Provocation　is　a　pedago9▲c　epiphany
（Cole．2011，　p．69）and　an　elclnent　in　forming　all　altemadve　wol’1dview　which
thinks　outside　the　everyday　order　of　things　to　’sense．　fee1、　and　hear　the　lloise
that　is　the　background　of　living　in　tlle　world　of　teaching　and　leaming　today’
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（P．69）．
　　　　Teachers　therefore　expose　students　to’distinct　voices’from　literature　and
nol1－licerature　backgroullds　through　a‘will　of　synthesis’to　forge　novel　co叩lings
and　becomings．　For　exa111ple，　issues　such　as　love　and　ha．　te，1ife　and　death　may　be
explored　through　literature　and　historyl　as　they　produce　emotions　that　affect　the
participants　in　different　ways．　Moreover，　teachers　can　use　affect　theory　to　extract
fl虐om　literature　those　elenlents　which　can　act　as　transformatory　agents　to　change
’non－literary　affects　and　rei　ation　g．　hips　witll　others　in　schools“（Cole，2011．p．26），
The　scope　of　text　is　thus　widened　and　harmonised　with　group　dynamics．　What
is　taken　note　of　is　the　affect　in　texts　and　the　production　of　desire　at　work．　Cole
encourages　English　teachers　to　be　nlore　attentive　of　the　political　and　social
dimensions　of　the　texts　under　study．　The　teachers’job　is　to　thread　narrative
and　affective　connections　to　the　texts　to　link　the　teacher，　students　and　socius
together．　Teachers　and　students　should　discuss　the　problem　imems　of　the　ways
in　which　Iinguistic　and　conceptual　misunderstandings　of　the　problem　can　cause
illusion（Cole，2011，p21）．　Moreover、　through　Deleuziameaclling　and　le㎜ing，
coUaboration　invites　students　to　become’innovators　as　well　as　consumers’（Cole，
201Lp」17）．
　　　　In　conclusion、　it　is　clear　that　Deleuze　and　Guattari　can　be　read　and
appropriated　in　many　contexts　in　creative　ways．　In　education．　while　there　are
sti田ingering　conceptual　problems　in　the　field　of　MLr，　it　can　be　seen　that
Deleuzian　pedagogy　is　he田fistic　for　think｛ng　the　interst▲cial　becom㎞gs　between
and　in－between　English　teachers　and　their　students．　Deleuze　and　Guattari
produce　a　framework　fol－pedagogy　which　questions　and　critiques　extant　crltical
thinking　models，　．
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